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Q Pl ease state your nanme for the record.

A: St ephen H.  Geri bo.

Q VWhat is your residential address?

A: 5 Tilden Conmmons Drive, Quincy, Mssachusetts.

Q Your date of birth?

A: Sept enber 23, 1947.

Q Where are you currently enpl oyed?

A SEA Consul tants, Inc.

Q What is your business address?

A 485 Massachusetts Avenue, Canbridge, Mssachusetts.

Q What is your position at that conpany?

A: Seni or Vice-President and Principal Engineer.

Q How | ong have you held that position?

A About fifteen years. Prior to that tinme, | was a Project
Manager .

Q For what period of tine have you been enpl oyed at SEA?
A: Since July, 1971

Q On whose behalf are you offering testinony?

A: On behalf of the Town of Fram ngham

Q Are you being paid for offering testinony on behal f of
Fram nghant

A: Yes, my conpany is being paid for the work it is doing on

behal f of Fram nghamin this and other matters.
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Q Thank you. Could you pl ease describe your educati onal

backgr ound.

A: | received a Bachel or of Science degree in Gvil

Engi neering from Northeastern University in 1970. | received a

Mast er of Science degree in Environnental

Nort heastern University in 1977.

Q Do you currently maintain any professional

A: Yes. | ama registered civil engineer with active

Engi neering from

regi strations?

regi strations in Massachusetts, Connecticut, Mine, New

Hanpshire, and New Jersey.

Q Do you currently have any professi

A: Yes. | ama nmenber of various professional

onal affiliations?

engi neeri ng

organi zations, including the American Council of Engineering

Conpani es of Massachusetts, the American Society

Engi neers, the Boston Society of GCivil
Engl and Water Environnment Associ ation,

Feder ati on.

of Cvil

Engi neers, the New

and the Water Environnent

Q Have you hel d | eadership positions within these

organi zations, or actively participated in any subcommttee

activities?

A Yes. As a nenber of the Program Comm ttee and the

Envi ronnental Comm ttee of the Anerican Counci

Conpani es of Massachusetts, | revi ewed

Cl ean Water Act and a proposed nati onal

of Engi neering

draft regul ations on the

Conbi ned Sewer

Over fl ow
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(“CSO') policy. | ama past chairman of the Environnental
Techni cal G oup of the Boston Society of G vil Engineers. | am
al so past chair of the Program Conmttee and a nenber of the
Legislative Affairs Commttee of the New Engl and Water

Envi ronnent Associ ati on.

Q Have you authored any publications pertaining to i ssues of
wast ewater treatnent, transportation, or disposal?

A: Yes. | have witten extensively on wastewater issues.

Most recently, | co-authored a study titled “Addressing Effluent
Toxicity at the North Brookfield Wastewater Treatnent Plant,”
New Engl and Water Environnent Associ ation Journal (May, 1995).
A conplete list of publications is included in ny resune.

Q |’"d like to mark a copy of M. Geribo's resune as FR 1.

M. Geribo, can you tell ne about your enploynment history,

begi nning with your graduation from Northeastern University in
1970 and conti nui ng through the date you joined SEA

A Wi | e obtai ning ny undergraduate degree from Nort heastern,
| worked for Ernest W Branch, Inc. in Quincy, Massachusetts, as
a surveyor and junior engineer. | continued to work for this
office for one year follow ng graduation. | then was

cormmi ssioned as a 2" Lieutenant in the United States Army, and
spent three nonths on active duty. | thereafter started with

SEA.
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Q In the course of your enploynment at SEA, have you had
occasion to consult with any nunicipalities regarding the
desi gn, renovation, upgradi ng, or maintenance of a nunici pal
sewer systenf
A: Yes, on nunerous occasions. From February 2002 to present,
| have acted as a consultant for the Town of Dudl ey,
Massachusetts, in evaluating whether Dudley is being billed
correctly under an Internunicipal Agreenent between Dudl ey and
the Town of Webster, Massachusetts. From 1994 to present, |
have acted as a consultant for the Town of Charlton,
Massachusetts on several wastewater projects. These projects
i nclude the planning and design of a 450,000 GPD (gall ons per
day) advanced wastewater treatnent facility and the construction
of over 100,000 linear feet of sewer lines and several punping
stations. As part of that work, | assisted in the devel opnment
and negotiation of agreenents between the Massachusetts Turnpi ke
Aut hority, regional school districts, private devel opers and the
Town of Charlton.

From 1996 to present, | have served as a consultant to the
Town of Tyngsborough, Massachusetts, with respect to the
pl anni ng, design, and construction of a $4, 000,000 expansi on of
the Town’s wastewater collection system |In addition, |
consulted on the design of a wastewater flow netering station to

measure the wastewater flows from Tyngsborough into the Gty of
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Lowell. From 1984 to 1990, | served as technical manager and
| ead design engineer for a $30, 000, 000 regi onal wastewater
treatnent facility serving the Towns of Westborough, Shrewsbury,
and Hopkinton. From 1971 to 1984, | managed the pl anni ng,
desi gn, and construction of nunerous sewer extension projects
within the Town of Westborough. From 1980 to 1987, | managed
t he pl anni ng, design, and construction of interceptor and
coll ection sewers serving the Town of Abington. | also was
consulted in connection with the devel opnent of an
| nt er muni ci pal Agreenent between the Towns of Abi ngton and
Brockton. A conplete Iist of the municipal sewer projects in
which | am or have been involved is set forth in nmy resune.
Q Fram ngham noves that the Departnent acknow edge that M.
CGeribo is qualified to offer expert testinony in this matter as
to issues pertaining to the treatnent, transportation and
di sposal of wastewater, the planning, design, renovation,
repl acement, and repair of wastewater collection and treatnent
systens, and the costs associated with the construction and
operation of such systens.

M. Geribo, has the Town of Fram nghamretained you as a
consultant on issues pertaining to the Town’ s wast ewat er
col l ection systen?
A Yes.

Q When did Fram nghamretain you in that capacity?
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A: I n May, 2000, although the final contract docunents were
not executed until July 2000.
Q What consul ting work has Fram ngham asked you to perfornf
A: SEA has worked, and is working, on several projects related
to Fram ngham s wastewater collection system In July 2000
Fram ngham asked SEA to conduct an odor and corrosion control
study. The purpose of the study was to investigate the causes
and sources of odor and corrosion in the Fram ngham sewer
collection system to devel op cost-effective interi mnmeasures
for reducing | evels of odor and corrosion in the system and to
make reconmmendati ons regardi ng | ong-term system i nprovenents
designed to reduce |l evels of odor and corrosion in the system
SEA rel eased its final report on this study in March, 2002,
titled “Final Report on Odor and Corrosion Control Study of the
Fram ngham System”

| n Decenber 2000, Franm ngham asked SEA to conduct a sewer
rate assessnent study. One of the purposes of the study was to
devel op a net hodol ogy for Fram nghamto use in assessing sewer
use costs to Ashland, and to those Natick and Sout hborough
residents who connect directly to Fram nghanis sewer system In
May, 2001, SEA released its final report on this study, titled
“Sewer Rate Assessnent Study.”

| n Decenber 2002, Fram ngham asked SEA to prepare a

conpr ehensi ve wast ewat er managenent plan for the Town. The
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purpose of this plan is to develop a nulti-year capita

i nprovenent plan for the nunicipal sewer systemthat wll
address the following issues: (1) infiltration and inflowinto
the system (2) the extent of sulfide corrosion within the
system (3) sewer capacity; (4) systemconfiguration; and (5)
the overall condition of the system This work i s ongoing.

Q What work did SEA undertake in connection with the sewer
rate assessnent study?

A: We carried out a visual inspection of the sewer system and
revi ewed maps and plans of the system wth particul ar enphasis
on those parts of the systemthat accept flows from nei ghboring
communities. W also analyzed existing flow data reflecting the
gal | onage of sewage received from nei ghboring communities and
fromsignificant Fram ngham users. W reviewed financial data
pertaining to operation of the system including Fram nghan s
operations and mai nt enance data, data reflecting Fram nghanis
paynents to the MARA, and data reflecting paynents nmade to

Fram ngham by nei ghboring communities. Finally, we revi ewed
copies of existing intermunicipal agreenents and rel evant
muni ci pal permts. As a result of this work, SEA was able to
devel op a net hodol ogy for assessing to outside conmunities an
appropriate fee for use of Fram ngham s sewer system

Q Are the results of your study set forth in the May, 2001

sewer rate assessnent study you nentioned earlier?
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A: Yes.
Q Fram ngham noves to admit a copy of SEA's May, 2001 Sewer
Rat e Assessnent Study, previously subnmitted to the Departnent on
Decenber 18, 2002, as Exhibit FR-2.

M. Ceribo, does Fram ngham s sewer system convey
wast ewat er generated by users of Ashland s sewer systenf
A: Yes.
Q Can you descri be the connections between Ashland s sewer
system and Fram ngham s systenf
A: Yes. Wastewater from Ashland’ s sewer systemis di scharged
to Fram ngham s systemat two connection points, generally known
as the Farm Pond Interceptor and the Bates Road Connection. As
to the first connection point, the pipeline (also known as the
“Chestnut Street connection”) begins at the Chestnut Street punp
station in Ashland. The pipeline then continues underground
from Ashl and i nto Fram ngham generally follow ng Waverl ey
Street and passing through the CSX Railway yard. The pipeline
di scharges into the Farm Pond | nterceptor, near the southeast
corner of Farm Pond. Between one and two miles of the pipeline,
which is owned by Ashland, lies in Fram ngham The nost recent
maps revi ewed by SEA show this pipeline to be 18-inches in
di aneter. After Ashland’ s sewage enters Fram nghanis system at
t he Farm Pond connection, Ashland s wastewater travels through a

shared pi pe al ong Waverl ey Street and Beaver Street, and then
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joins other major sewer pipes at Beaver Street. The pipeline
then runs to Arthur Street, where it joins up with the MARA s
Fram ngham Ext ensi on Sewer (“FES").

The pipeline that term nates at the Bates Road connection
begi ns at the Brackett Road punping station in Ashland, enters
Fram ngham al ong Brackett Road, then turns right onto Bates
Road. Approximately 1,000 feet of the pipeline, which is owned
by Ashland, lies in Fram ngham The nost recent nmaps revi ewed
by SEA show this pipeline to be 8-inches in dianmeter. After
Ashl and’ s sewage is discharged at the Bates Road connection, the
sewage flows through a Fram ngham owned pi peline that roughly
foll ows the Beaver Dam Brook to Beaver Street, where the
pipeline joins wth other pipelines, including the pipeline from
the Farm Pond interceptor. The sewage then flows to the MARA
connection at Arthur Street.

Q Did SEA prepare a map depicting the two points at which
Ashl and’ s sewage enters Fram ngham s systen?

A: Yes. Attached as Appendix Cto FR 2 is a schematic map
depicting the nmajor pipelines of the Fram ngham sewer system and
the two points at which Ashland di scharges wastewater to the
system

Q Fram ngham noves to adnmit this map, previously submtted to
the Departnent as a separate docunment on Novenber 25, 2002, as

Exhi bit FR-3.

10
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M. Geribo, in connection with the study nmarked as Exhi bit
FR-2, did SEA gather data pertaining to the quantity of
wast ewat er t hat Ashl and di scharges into Frani ngham s sewer
syst enf?
A: Yes. W reviewed flow data generated by the Massachusetts
Wat er Resources Authority (“MARA’) in January, 2001, which was
the nost recent data available to SEA at the tine it prepared
its May, 2001 report.
Q s that data reflected in SEA's report, Exhibit FR-2?
A: Yes. Attached as Appendix Ato Exhibit FR-2 is a table
prepared by the MARA for the comunity of Fram ngham titled
“Wast ewat er Metering Cost Benefit Analysis.” The flow nunbers
reflecting Ashland’ s di scharges into Fram nghami s sewer system
are identified in the colum headed “AS FR-1C,” which reflects
t he di scharge into the Farm Pond Interceptor, and the col um
headed “AS-FR-2C,” which reflects the discharge into the Bates
Road connecti on.
Q Based upon these flow nunbers, did SEA nake any
determ nation as to the quantity of wastewater that Ashland was
di scharging into Fram nghanis system as of January, 20017?
A Yes. Based on the MARA's flow data, SEA estimated that as
of January, 2001, Ashland was di schargi ng approxi mately 0.766
MGD (million gallons per day), or approximtely 766,000 gall ons

per day, into Fram nghamis system

11
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Q Does that data indicate that Ashland consistently is

di scharging 0. 766 M3D into Fram nghanmis systenf

A: No. That figure represents an average daily flow, based on
fl ow data accunul ated by the MARA on an annual basis.

Q Now you testified earlier that the 0.766 M3D figure was an
approxi mation, is that correct?

A: Yes. The flow data provided by the MARA i s based on neter
readi ngs taken at | ocations in Ashland, rather than neters

| ocated at the two di scharge points in Fram ngham Thus, the
data does not reflect any flows that enter the pipes between the
metering | ocations and the di scharge points.

Wth respect to the Farm Pond connection, the MARA neter is
| ocated approximately 2.5 mles before the actual discharge
point. Because there likely will be infiltration and infl ow
into this pipe between the netering point and the point of
di scharge, the MARA’s fl ow nunbers |ikely underreport the actual
flow into Fram nghanis system
Q What is “infiltration” and “inflow ?

A Infiltration is water other than wastewater that enters a
sewer systemfromthe ground through neans of defective pipes,
pi pe joints, connections, and manholes. Inflowis water other
than wastewater and infiltration that enters the sewer system

from various sources, including roof |eaders, sunp punps,

12
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drai ns, manhol e covers, and cross connections to the stormdrain
system

Q Are there any factors associated with the pipeline running
from Ashl and’ s Chestnut Street punping station to the Farm Pond
Interceptor that would make it nmore likely that infiltration and
inflow are entering the pipe before the discharge point?

A: Yes. Before the pipeline discharges to Fram nghani s
system it runs bel ow ground adjacent to a | arge water body,
Farm Pond, meking it vulnerable to groundwater infiltration.

Q Are the MARA's figures pertaining to average daily flow at
t he Bates Road connection al so approxi mate figures?

A Yes. In addition to the inflowinfiltration issue, there
is an additional connection to the Ashland line after the

nmet eri ng point, and before the discharge point, at Dougl as Road.
The MARA has attenpted to correct for this m ssed connection by
estimating the flowas .01 M. Wile this estimte may be
close to accurate, it remains an estimate.

Q Ils there a way to obtain nore accurate fl ow data?

A Yes. At the tinme SEA' s study was prepared, we observed
that there were inoperative “Parshall flunme” netering devices at
bot h di scharge points. |If these devices were operative, or

ot her netering devices were installed at the two di scharge

poi nts, we woul d have nore accurate data as to the quantity of

wast ewat er entering Fram nghanis system from Ashl and.

13
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Q What is a Parshall Flume device?

A A Parshall Flume is a hydraulic device that is shaped
sonewhat |ike an hourglass with open ends. It is inserted al ong
a pipeline. As sewage passes through the nost narrow part of
the pipe or restriction, the flow velocity and depth of flow
increase. An electrical nmeasuring device can be put into place
to record the level of the wastewater or depth of flow then
passi ng through the pipe. The instrunent then conputes the
depth of wastewater to a flow value, which can be total ed and
charted. Wthout this electrical neasuring device, however, the
flume is nothing nore than a restriction in the pipeline, and
performs no neasurenent function

Q In connection with preparing Exhibit FR 2, did you nake any
investigation as to whether either nunicipality had agreed to
install netering devices at the two di scharge points?

A: Yes. W reviewed the Decenber, 1963 I ntermnunici pal
Agreenent between the two nunicipalities, which provided that
Ashl and was to install Parshall Flume nmetering devices at the
two di scharge points.

Q Based on your observations of the sewer system has Ashl and
fulfilled its obligation to install functioning netering devices
at the two di scharge points?

A No. The two Parshall Flunmes we observed were not

functi onal .

14
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Q What do you say to Ashland’ s claimthat it was unable to
install electrical neasuring devices in the Parshall Flunes
because there was no avail abl e source of electrical power?

A: Ashl and coul d have installed a source of power for these

el ectrical neasuring devices, or could have installed sone other
sort of battery-powered netering device that would serve the
sane purpose as the Parshall Fl une.

Q Using the flow data provided by the MARA, did you nake any
determ nation as to what percentage of Fram nghamis tota

wast ewat er flow as of January, 2001 consisted of Ashland s

wast ewat er ?

A: Yes. The MARA's flow data indicated that Fram nghanis
total wastewater flow as of January, 2001, as neasured by a
neter | ocated near the point at which Fram nghanmis system

di scharges to the FES, was 8.993 MaD. O that total discharge,
8.039 M&ED represented flows from Fram ngham custoners, 0.766 MaD
represented Ashl and wastewater, and 0.188 M3D represented Natick
wast ewat er. Thus, we cal culated that Ashland s flows
represented 8.7 %of the total flowto the FES.

Q Do you have understandi ng as to whet her Fram ngham was
recei ving any conpensation from Ashland for Ashland’ s use of its
sewer systentf

A: Yes. It has been represented to us that Ashland, over the

past thirty to forty years, has paid Fram ngham approxi mately

15
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$5, 500 per year for the privilege of utilizing Fram ngham s
sewer system

Q I n your opinion, M. Geribo, based on your training,
experience, and education, did this annual paynent represent a
fair and proportionate share of Fram ngham s costs of operating
its wastewater collection systenf

A: No.

Q Way not ?

A As of January, 2001, Ashland’s flow represented 8.7 % of
the total flowto the FES. In ny professional opinion, because
Ashl and utilizes Fram nghanmis systemto reach the FES, Ashland
shoul d pay a simlar percentage share of Fram nghanis costs of
operating and mai ntaining the sewer system As set forth in
Exhi bit FR-2, Fram nghanis costs of operating and nai ntaining
its sewer system as of January, 2001, were approximately

$2, 317,000 per year. Thus, we concluded in our report that

Ashl and shoul d have pai d Fram ngham $203, 000, or approxi mately
8.7% of the total O&M expenses for that period.

Q Based upon your analysis, did you make any reconmendati ons
to Fram ngham as to the fees Ashland shoul d be paying for

Fram nghanmi s transportati on of Ashland’ s sewage?

A: Yes. We recommended that Fram ngham bill Ashland, in each

year, by multiplying Ashland' s fl ow percentage by Fram nghani s

16
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total O&M expenditure in that year. This formula is set forth
at page 6-21 of Exhibit FR 2.
Q M. Geribo, were the figures you utilized in determ ning
Ashl and’s fair and proportionate share of Fram ngham s O8M
expenses for the 2001 fiscal year final nunbers for that tine
peri od?
A: No. At the tinme we prepared our My, 2001 report, those
nunbers were esti mat ed.
Q Did you ever obtain final nunbers for the 2001 fiscal year?
A: Yes. Final nunbers for the 2001 fiscal year, and preceding
fiscal years, are reflected in the table attached at Tab Gto
Fram nghani s Response to the Departnment’s First Set of
| nf or mati on Requests.
Q Fram ngham noves to have the table attached at Tab Gto
Fram nghani s Response to the Departnent’s First Set of
| nformati on Requests admitted as Exhibit FR-4.

M. Ceribo, using the data provided in Exhibit FR 4, did
you cal cul ate the anpunt that Ashland should have paid to
Fram ngham for Ashl and’ s use of Fram nghanis sewer systemin the
2001 fiscal year?
A $257, 163.
Q How did you reach that nunber?
A: | first calculated Ashland s fl ow percentage for 2001 by

di viding Ashland’s flow, 1.05 M&D, by the total flow, 8.03 M3,

17
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which results in a flow percentage of 13.08% | then nultiplied
this nunber by the final Fram ngham O&%M figure for 2001 of

$1, 966, 684, which resulted in the figure of $257, 163.

Q Did you performsimlar calculations as to paynents that
Ashl and shoul d have nade to Frami nghamin the 1997, 1998, 1999,
and 2000 fiscal years?

A: Yes. Ashl and shoul d have paid $310, 320 i n 2000, $152, 962
in 1999, $178,141 in 1998, and $154,696 in 1997.

Q Did you base each of those calculations on the final flow
rates provided to you by the MARA, and the final budget nunbers
provided to you by Fram nghanf?

A Yes.

Q M. GCeribo, in your professional opinion, based on your
know edge, training, and experience, do each of the figures
reflected in the last colum of Exhibit FR-4 represent Ashland’ s
fair share of operations and nmai nt enance expenses incurred by
Fram nghamin each of those years?

A Yes.

Q Do you have any understanding as to the anmount Ashl and
actually paid to Fram ngham in each year since 1997, as its
share of operations and mai nt enance expenses incurred in each

year ?

18
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A: Yes. It is ny understanding that since 1997, and for nmany
years prior to 1997, Ashland has paid Fram ngham $5, 500 per year
as its share of operations and mai nt enance expenses.

Q I n your professional opinion, M. GCeribo, based on your
know edge, training, and experience, did that $5,500 paynent by
Ashl and represent its fair share of the costs of operating and
mai nt ai ni ng Fram nghani s systenf?

A: No. Fram nghami s annual cost of operating and maintaining
its wastewater collection system over the past five years, has
averaged $ 2,011,544 for 1997 to 2001. Ashland s annual paynent
of $5,500 is only 0.27 % of that average annual amount. Over
the sane tine period, however, Ashland has discharged into

Fram nghanmi s system an average of 0.882 M3D, or an average flow
percentage of 10.2% Thus, in ny opinion, Ashland s past
paynents clearly have been grossly disproportionate to the
burden Ashl and’ s di scharges have placed on Fram ngham s system
Q M. Geribo, where did SEA obtain the Q&M figures utilized
in your report?

A From t he Town of Fram ngham

Q In preparing your report, did you attenpt to separate out
from Fram nghani s total O&M expenses those expenses directly
attributable to operation and mai ntenance of the parts of the

systemutilized by Ashl and?
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A: No. As an initial matter, | know of no community that
segregates its operation and mai ntenance expenses in that
fashion. Further, because Fram ngham does not segregate its
oper ati ons and mai nt enance expenses in that fashion, it would be
i npossi bl e to determ ne what percentage of |abor costs, for
exanple, were attributable to repairs perforned on the two |arge
pi pelines utilized by Ashland. Moreover, in ny professional
opi ni on, Ashland, |ike any other Fram ngham custoner, should pay
its fair share of operating and nmaintaining the entire system
not just a part of the system

Q What about the costs of operating the punping stations?

A: In our draft report, we had separated the “utilities”
charges into two categories — “punping station related” and
“other.” W al so had deducted the punping stati on O&M char ges
fromthe total O&M charges to be assessed to Ashl and, because
Ashl and’ s sewage does not flow through any of Fram nghanm s
punpi ng stations. On further reflection, however, we realized
that this deduction was not justified.

Q Why did you conme to that conclusion?

A For several reasons. First, the I MA references the “whole”
system The punping stations are an integral part of the entire
Fram ngham sewer system Second, if the punping stations were
not in their current |ocations, the collection systemwould

likely be configured very differently. |If the systemwere
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pl aced deeper in the ground to reduce the nunber of total
punpi ng stations, then Ashland’s wastewater would need a punp
station to enter the FES. Alternatively, if the Town had not
extended the collection system using punping stations, the

exi sting pipes would be snaller and therefore unlikely to have
the capacity necessary to convey Ashland s wastewater. In
short, because Ashland benefits fromall of the expenditures
made by Fram nghamin operating and maintaining its entire
station, including the punping stations, Ashland should pay its
fair share of the costs incurred in connection with the entire
system

Q M. Geribo, have you had the opportunity to reviewthe
report prepared by Voll ner Associates, Inc. on behalf of the
Town of Ashl and?

A Yes.

Q What is your understanding as to Vol lner’s proposed

met hodol ogy for cal cul ating the paynent that should be assessed
to Ashl and by Fram nghanf?

A Vol I mer first calculated that Ashland uses 3. 04% of

Fram ngham s pipelines. This percentage figure is derived by
conparing the inch-mles of pipe utilized by Ashland to the
inch-mles of pipe in the entire system

Q What is an inch-mle?
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A: An inch-mle is a unit of measurenent that is derived by
mul tiplying the length of a pipe by its dianmeter, then dividing
t hat nunber by 5, 280.

Vol I mer then multiplied this figure (3.04% by aratio
consisting of (Ashland’ s interbasin transfer allocation (3.2
MZD) divided by Fram nghanmis interbasin transfer allocation
(28.35 MaD)), and then further nultiplying that nunber by
Fram ngham s annual operations and mai ntenance costs.

Q What is your understanding as to the source of these
interbasin transfer allocation nunbers?

A An interbasin transfer allocation is the quantity of
groundwat er that one conmunity is permtted to “transfer” from
its designated water basin to another basin. To the best of ny
know edge, the figures used in the Vollmer report were devel oped
by the MARA approxi mately ten years ago, in connection with a
study presented to the State Water Resources Board on the need
to build the Fram ngham Extension Relief Sewer (“FERS’), a |arge
MARA pi pel ine that transports overflow fromthe FES.

Q I n your professional opinion, M. Geribo, based on your
knowl edge, experience and training, is the fornula advocated by
Vol | mer Associ ates an appropriate net hodol ogy to be used in
deternmining the fee that Ashland should pay to utilize

Fram ngham s sewer systenf

A: No, it is not.
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Q Why not ?
A: As an initial matter, the utilization of interbasin
transfer allocation figures is inproper because those figures
are based on hypothetical flows, rather than actual fl ows.
Thus, Vollnmer’s fornula does not attenpt to determ ne actua
sharing percentages with respect to the pipes Ashland utili zes,
but possi bl e sharing percentages if both conmmunities were to
utilize their maxi mum | BT al |l owances. The use of peak all owabl e
flows, rather than actual flows, is a technique nore properly
used when apportioning capital costs for shared pipelines
rather than operations and mai ntenance charges. Furthernore,
the current | MA between Fram ngham and Ashl and does not even
permt Ashland to discharge 3.2 M3 into Fram ngham s system so
the use of this figure bears no relation to reality.

An even nore fundanental flaw in Vollnmer’s proposed
nmet hodol ogy, however, is that it recommends the apportionment of
operations and mai ntenance charges on an inch-mle basis.
Ashl and, |i ke any other custoner of Fram nghanm s sewer system
di scharges a certain ambunt of wastewater into Fram nghams
system Al other Fram ngham custoners are charged on a fl ow
basis — you pay for your use of the system not just that
particul ar part of the systemthat your wastewater flows
t hrough. For exanple, if one | ooks at the map marked as Exhi bit

FR- 3, Fram ngham has sewer custoners whose wastewater travels
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t hrough even |l ess pipe, ininch-mles, than Ashland’s. 1In fact,
sone of Fram nghams sewer custoners are |ocated | ess than 100
feet fromthe FES. Yet each of these custoners is charged on a
fl ow basis, not on a fornula that attenpts to determn ne what
portions of the sewer systemthe custoner actually uses.

Q Now, those custoners you just nentioned, whose hones are
very close to the FES, does their wastewater flow through any of
Fram nghani s punpi ng stations?

A No.

Q Do the sewer charges assessed to those custoners include
operations and mai nt enance charges associated with upkeep of
Fram nghani s punping stations, and with upkeep of pipelines that
are not used by those custoners?

A O course.

Q M. Geribo, are you aware of any nunicipality that assesses
its sewer custonmers on the basis of the inch-mles of sewer pipe
actually utilized by each particul ar custoner?

A: No.

Q Does Ashl and charge its own custonmers on the basis of the
inch-mles of sewer pipe actually utilized by each custoner?

A No. According to Ashland’ s discovery responses in this

case, Ashland charges its sewer custoners on a flow basis.
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Q M. Geribo, how many different municipalities have retained
you to provide consulting services related to their wastewater
coll ection systens.
A: Appr oxi mat el y 30.
Q O those municipalities, has each one charged its sewer
custoners based on a fl ow basis?
A: Yes.
Q M. Geribo, do you have any know edge as to how t he MARA
cal cul ates the costs it assesses to each nenber community?
A Yes. The MARA's assessnents to menber conmunities have two
conponents — an operations and mai ntenance charge, and a
capi tal -based charge. The primary factor utilized by the MARA
in calculating its O%M assessnents to nenber communities,
i ncl udi ng Fram ngham and Ashl and, is the anount of flow
di scharged to the MARA's system The MARA al so considers the
anounts of total suspended solids (“TSS’) and bi ocheni cal oxygen
demand (“BOD’) discharged to the system

In contrast, the MARA assesses capital -based charges to its
menber conmunities primarily on two bases — the total town
popul ati on, and the percentage of the town population that is
sewered. The nethodol ogy is designed to take into account the
possi bl e future needs of the community for public sewer

servi ces.
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Q Does the MARA's formula for cal culating either O8%W based
charges or capital -based charges take into account the distance
a nunicipality’ s wastewater nust travel through the MARA system
before the term nus of the systenf

A: No. |If the MARA assessed charges on that basis, East
Boston residents would pay far |ess than the residents of

Ashl and. Fortunately for the residents of Ashland, that is not
t he case.

Q M. Geribo, in your role as a consultant to nmunicipalities
on wastewater issues, have you worked with conmunities, other

t han Fram ngham that have had arrangenents to transport the
sewage of nei ghboring conmunities?

A: Yes. | have worked with several municipalities, including
Abi ngton and Bel | i ngham that have had such arrangenents.

Q In connection with your work, were you supplied with copies
of agreenents relating to these internunicipal arrangenents for
the transportati on of sewage?

A: Yes.

Q Did you previously provide true and accurate copi es of

t hose agreenments to ne?

A: Yes.

Q Fram ngham noves to have copi es of certain intermunicipa
agreenents admtted as Exhibits FR5 FR-6, FR7, FR 8, and FR

9.
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M. Geribo, can you identify the nunicipalities involved in
each of these internunicipal agreenents?
A: Yes. FR 5 is an internunicipal agreenent between the Gty
of Brockton and the Town of Abington, dated Novenber 28, 1973,
permtting Abington to discharge wastewater fromits western
section to Brockton's central sewer system This agreenent was
anended in May, 1978, in Cctober, 1986, and again in Cctober,
1998.

Exhibit FR-6 is an intermunicipal agreenent between the
Town of Bellingham and The Charles River Pollution Control
District, dated March 19, 1984, permtting Bellinghamto
di scharge its wastewater into a sewer system operated by the
CRPCD. This agreenent was anended in Novenber 15, 1988.

Exhibit FR-7 is an intermunicipal agreenent between the
Town of Abington and the Town of Rockl and, dated February 24,
1983, pernmitting Abington to discharge wastewater froma certain
section of the town to Rockland s central sewer system

Exhibit FR-8 is an intermunicipal agreenent between the
City of Wonsocket, Rhode Island and the Town of Bellingham
Massachusetts, dated June 29, 1988, permtting Bellinghamto
di scharge its wastewater to Wonsocket’s central sewer system

Exhibit FR-9 is an intermunicipal agreenent between the
City of East Providence, Rhode Island and the Town of

Barri ngton, Rhode Island, dated May 21, 1973, permtting
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Barrington to discharge its wastewater to East Providence’s
sewer system

Q Do each of these internunicipal agreenents contain

provi sions pertaining to the nethodol ogy by which the
muni ci pality receiving the sewage will charge the other
muni ci pal i ty?

A: Yes.

Q | s the nmethodology utilized in each of these agreenents
simlar to the nethodol ogy proposed in your report, and by that
| nmean a fl ow based cal cul ati on?

A: Yes.

Q M. Geribo, do you have an understanding as to what it
means to charge a custoner on a whol esal e basi s?

A Yes. | understand that a whol esal e custoner is a custoner
that buys a product in bulk, typically for distribution to end
users. The whol esal e custonmer is able to buy the product at a
di scounted price because it is purchasing the product in |arge
guantities.

Q Do you consider Ashland to be a whol esal e cust oner of
Fram nghami s?

A No. Ashland is not buying a product from Fram ngham nor
is it redistributing a product to end users. Ashland, like al
ot her Fram ngham sewer custoners, is paying Fram ngham for a

service — the transportation of its wastewater.
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Q In all of the years you have acted as a consultant on

wast ewat er i ssues, have you ever known a nunicipality to charge
a sewer customer on a whol esal e basi s?

A: No.

Q | f the Departnent were to determ ne that Ashland was a
whol esal e custonmer, would that in your mnd justify application
of the inch-mles fornula advocated by Vol | ner Associ ates?

A: No. A whol esal e custoner is charged on a volune basis -
i.e., based on the anobunt of product delivered — which in this
instance would translate to a flow based formula. | know of no
whol esale fornula that is not based on quantity or vol une
del i ver ed.

Q Now, M. Ceribo, in your report marked as Exhibit FR 2, did
you nake any attenpt to calculate what it would cost Ashland to
build its own connection to the FES?

A: No. W did not nake such a calculation in that study. At
t he request of counsel, we have, during the course of this
litigation, made such a cal cul ation

Q What have you determ ned woul d be the cost to Ashl and of
buil ding a direct connection to the FES?

A W estimated that the cost would be approxi mately

$10, 000, 000. This estimate includes design, permtting,

construction, and adm nistrative costs. This estimte does not
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i ncl ude bondi ng, interest, environnental mtigation, and other
mtigation that may be required as a result of construction.

Q Did SEA prepare a table detailing these estimted costs?

A: Yes.

Q Fram ngham noves to have this table adnmtted as Exhibit FR-
10. M. Ceribo, please direct your attention to Table 6. 2,

whi ch appears at page 6-22 of the report marked as FR-2. \What
do the figures in that table represent?

A: In that table, SEA was attenpting to approxi mate the anount
Ashl and woul d have to pay Fram ngham today to purchase the right
to di scharge sewage into Fram nghanmis systemat its current rate
of discharge. W calculated that, if Ashland were seeking to
establish that relationship today, Ashland would have to nake an
up-front payment to Fram ngham of $1, 237,500 for that privilege.
We made this cal culation only for the purpose of providing

Fram nghamwith a basis on which to calculate any future buy-in
charges to be assessed to Ashland under any future | MA

Q How did you reach that figure?

A We based that figure on the approximte current val ue of
each pipe now utilized by Ashland, nmultiplied by Ashland’ s
approxi mat e percentage use of each such pipe. W did not have
records docunenting actual capital costs incurred by Fram ngham

over the past forty to fifty years.
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Q Now, Table 6.2 as contained in your original report had a

t ypogr aphi cal error regardi ng Ashl and’ s percentage use of the

pi pe segnment running from Beaver Dam I nterceptor to Herbert

Street, isn't that correct?

A Yes.

Q And you’ ve previously supplied a corrected chart to the

Departnent, as part of Fram ngham s response to DTE F-1-13?

A That’ s correct.

Q Fram ngham noves to have a copy of SEA' s revised chart,

whi ch previously was submtted to the Departnent as part of

Fram ngham s response to DTE F-1-13, admtted as Exhibit FR 11.
M. Geribo, did SEA al so recomend that Fram ngham assess

Ashl and for sonme portion of any future capital repair and

repl acenent costs related to the wast ewater systenf

A Yes. At page 6-22 of SEA s report, we recomrended t hat

Fram ngham assess Ashl and for any future capital upgrades to

those pipelines utilized by Ashland according to the follow ng

formul a:

Ashl and Cost = Ashl and Peak Fl ow Fram ngham Peak Fl ow X
Actual Constructi on Costs.

Q Why does this formula use a “peak flow ratio, as opposed
to the actual flowratio utilized in your O%M cal cul ati ons?
A We decided to use a ratio of peak flows, rather than actual

fl ows, because all capital inprovenents should be designed to
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ensure capacity for the peak projected flows permtted in the
af fect ed pi pelines.

Q Wiy did SEA base its recomendations regardi ng capital-
based charges only on those parts of the systemutilized by
Ashl and, whil e assessi ng Ashland’ s proportionate share of O&%M
costs based on a conparison of Ashland’'s flowto the flow

t hroughout the entire systenf

A: For a nunber of reasons. First, in nmy experience, other
muni ci palities and the MARA draw the sane distinction. | have
revi ewed nunerous intermunicipal agreenents that use a flow
based analysis to cal cul ate O%M charges, and a “shared use”
anal ysis to calculate capital charges. Exanples of these type
of internunicipal agreenments have been marked as Exhibits FR-6,
FR-7 and FR 9. Second, changes in flow will have a nore direct
and i mmedi ate i npact on O&M charges than on capital costs. For
exanple, if Ashland were to discharge a greater anount of

wast ewat er into Fram nghanmis systemin any one year, there
likely would be a nore i mmedi ate i npact on operations and

mai nt enance charges (e.g., increased nai ntenance required on the
si phons through which Ashl and’ s sewage fl ows, increased expenses
related to nore frequent overflow and backup situations) than on
capital costs. Third, while it is fair to treat Ashland as a
“user” of the entire Fram ngham system for operations and

mai nt enance purposes, as those expenses are incurred on an
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annual basis, it is less fair to treat Ashland as a “user” of
the entire systemfor capital inprovenent purposes, where

Fram ngham expect s and hopes that Ashland will be only a short-
termuser of the system Thus, Ashland (unlike Fram nghanm s

ot her custoners) nay obtain no | ong-termbenefit fromthe
renovati on or replacenent of a pipeline that is not utilized by
Ashl and.

Q M. Geribo, as part of your Sewer Rate Assessnent Study,
did you conduct any investigation as to whether Ashland s sewage
contai ned high levels of sulfides?

A No, not as part of that study. However, SEA has conducted
a prelimnary study of odor and corrosion within the Fram ngham
system As part of that study, we took sanples of Ashland s
wast ewat er at the two di scharge points into Fram ngham s system
These sanpl es showed that Ashland s discharges, during the
nont hs August, 2001 to Cctober, 2001, routinely exceeded the

di ssol ved sulfide | evels established by the MARA, often by a
signi ficant margin.

Q Was that study submitted to the Departnent as part of

Fram nghani s response to DTE F-1-14?

A: Yes.

Q Fram ngham noves to have a copy of SEA's study, titled
“Final Report on Gdor and Corrosion Control Study of the

Fram ngham Sewer System” previously submtted to the Departnent
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as part of Fram nghanmis response to DTE F-1-14, adnmtted as
Exhi bit FR-12.

M. Geribo, can you direct us to those portions of the
report that describe your findings with respect to Ashland s
di schar ges?

A: O course. Appendix 3 to the report details our findings
at particular sanple locations. Sanple Location H-1 reflects
sanpl e data taken at the point at which Ashland sewage

di scharges to the Bates Road connection. D ssolved sulfide

| evels at this location ranged from1.6 ng/l to 3.1 ng/l, or
five to ten tinmes the permssible limt of 0.3 ng/l. Sanple
Location A-7 reflects sanple data taken at the point at which
Ashl and sewage di scharges to the Farm Pond connecti on.
Significantly, these sanples were taken during a tine period in
whi ch Ashl and purportedly was treating the sewage flowing to
this discharge point with chemicals in an attenpt to reduce
sulfide levels. Even with the application of these chem cal s,
however, two of the five sanples exceeded permissible limts,
one by a factor of five.

Moreover, Figure 2-2 of the report, an oversized page that
i medi ately follows page 18, is a schematic designed to show
areas where wastewater sanpling wthin Fram ngham exceeded

perm ssible | evels. The schematic shows that the sanples taken
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fromall of the pipes utilized by Ashl and exceeded pernissible
| evel s.

Q Have you ever determ ned whether any particul ar Ashl and
users are responsible for the high sulfide levels in Ashland’ s
wast ewat er ?

A: Yes. MARA data strongly suggests that Nyacol, a
corporation located in Ashland that is in the chem ca
manuf act uri ng busi nesss, contributes 80% of all sulfates
entering the MARA system from Fram ngham

Q Where is that data found?

A In an Cct ober 24, 2002 study published by the MARA, titled

FES Qdor and Corrosion Control Study. A copy of that study was

attached at Tab G to Fram ngham s response to DTE F-1-14. In
Appendi x G to that study, the MARA prepared a graph conparing
sulfate | oading |l evels before, during, and after a total
shut down of the Nyacol facility. As this chart denonstrates,
sulfate |l evels, as neasured at the Arthur Street punp station in
Fram ngham decreased by 80% during the Nyacol shutdown.
Q Fram ngham noves to have a copy of the MARA graph adm tted
as Exhibit FR 13.

M. Geribo, how do sulfate levels relate to dissol ved
sul fide | evel s?
A: Sul fate represents the |argest source of sulfur in

wast ewater. As wastewater deconposes in anaerobic conditions,
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sulfate is converted to sulfide. The MARA study that

menti oned above concl uded that el evated sul fate wastewater
concentrations substantially increase sulfide generation.

Q Has the SEA made any determ nation as to whether, and to
what extent, sulfide levels in Ashland’ s di scharges have caused
damage to Fram ngham s systenf

A: As part of the conprehensive wastewat er managenent plan |
mentioned earlier, SEA is conducting a survey to identify the

i npact of excessive levels of sulfide on Fram ngham s system
and to identify ways of addressing this problem SEA already
has identified some corrosion that it believes is directly
attributable to Ashland’ s di scharges, including a manhole in the
CSX railyard that was approximtely 50 feet fromthe di scharge
point into the Farm Pond Interceptor, and a brick sewer
structure known as the WIllis Street Arch that is approximtely
500 feet away fromthe Arthur Street punp station. The nanhole
is no longer in use, and the pipeline running through the Wllis
Street Arch has been rehabilitated.

Q Has the MARA taken any action agai nst Fram ngham as a
result of the sulfide | evels exceeding perm ssible | evel s?

A Yes. The MARA has inposed a nunicipal limt on

Fram ngham s sul fide discharges of 0.3 ng/l, where before there
was no |limt whatsoever, and has inposed other, nore stringent

limts on industrial users in Fram ngham and Ashland. The MARA
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al so issued notices of violation to Fram ngham Negoti ations
thereafter resulted in a settlement agreenent between Fram ngham
and t he MARA whi ch, anong ot her things, set a schedule for

Fram nghamto take actions to reduce its discharges of sulfides.
Q M. Geribo, could you please summari ze the testinony you
have given?

A: Yes. It is ny professional opinion, based on ny know edge,
trai ning, and experience in the areas of wastewater treatnent,
transportation, and disposal, and the costs associated with the
construction and operation of wastewater collection and
treatnment systens, that Ashland’s proportionate share of

Fram ngham s annual operations and nai nt enance expenses shoul d
be cal cul ated based on the ratio of Ashland s flow to overal
systemflow, multiplied by Fram nghanmi s annual O&M expenses. |t
also is ny opinion that the nethodol ogy proposed by Ashl and
woul d not fairly conpensate Fram ngham for the costs associ ated
with its transportation of Ashland s sewage, and would run
counter to the nethodol ogy used by the MARA and by ot her

muni ci palities in simlar situations.

Q Does this conclude your testinony?

A: Yes.
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